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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, see after final amendment, filed 6-24-04, with respect to 
the rejection(s)of claim(s) 1-24 under USC 103 have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further 
consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of the prior art for the old 
and new claims. 

a. The examiner used Dougherty to reject the "WSLR" recitation. Dougherty can 

be removed since a WSLR is similar to a "SLR within an MSC", ie. an HLR or 

VLR, which is well known in the art. Hence, Dougherty can be removed: 

"...In order to respond to subscriber call requests, the MSC 22 compares 
the information transmitted by the wireless handset 24 with subscriber data 
contained in a database, referred to as a Wireless Subscriber Location Register 
30. The WSLR 30 is a master database for storing data related to each mobile 
subscriber, such as the subscriber profile and mobility information together with 
their relevant permanent (static) data, such as access capabilities and subscriber 
services. WSLR 30 also contains location and service data for each visiting 
subscriber entering its coverage area in order to route incoming and outgoing 
calls appropriately. The WSLR 30 performs substantially the same functionality 
as the well known Home Location Register and Wireless Service Control Point, 
yet serves one or more MSCs 22 rather than only one MSC 22, as traditionally 
done in the prior art..." (C2, L50-65). 



b. Further to point "a" above, the applicant also claims, in the specification of this 
case, that a WSLR can also perform SCP operations (see claims 3 and 24). 



c. The applicant argues that "wherein applying service logic to disconnect the 
call or route the call to the at least one alternative system comprises examining a 
source of the call and processing the call accordingly" is not taught. The examiner 
disagrees since Hallenstal teaches automatic call forwarding which requires the system 
to determine who is calling and process the call according to the user's routing 
preference(s). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-3. 11-13 and 21-24 and claims 24-25 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Hallenstal US 6,125,126 and further in view of Widmark et 
al. US 5,504,804 (hereafter Hallenstal and Widmark). 

As per claims 1, 12 and 21 and 24 . Hallenstal teaches for use in a 
communication network (figures 1 and 6) including a switching center in communication 
with at least one alternative system, an Intelligent Peripheral (figure 1 , #16) and a 
plurality of subscribers (figure 1 , letters A, B and C) each having at least one Directory 
Number (C2, L28-35) and a method for conditionally forwarding a call (abstract) 
comprising a Service Location Register (ie. HLR, VLR, WSLR per applicant's spec) the 
call termination parameters including call forwarding features (C4, L10-45), detecting 
busy or no answer (C2, L48-51 , C5, L14-16) forwarding a request to SLR for routing 
instructions (C4, L54-67, C5, L1-13), applying service logic to forward call to DID of a 
resource on the IP (C2, L28-51, C4, L41-54) and applying service logic to disconnect 
the call or route the call to the at least one alternative system (C2, L52-67 and C3, L1- 
33) but is silent on the SLR in communication with switching center and SLR operative 
to retrieve stored call termination parameters for each DN and call information for each 
incoming call to a DN and wherein applying service logic to disconnect the call or route 
the call to the at least one alternative system comprises examining a source of the call 
and processing the call accordingly. 

The examiner notes that Hallenstal teaches a mobile network (figure 1, #18) 
which inherently include MSC's and HLRA/LR/WLSR's and the abstract teaches call 
processing/forwarding of a call . 
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Widmark teaches a mobile network that applies call routing decisions (abstract) 
whereby the MSG requests information from the HLR (eg. connection and data flow) 
and the MSC/HLR can store/send status information about the call(s). The examiner 
notes that an HLR may be co-located with an MSC and even be part of the actual MSC. 
Widmark also teaches determining who the calling party is and routing/forwarding based 
on if they are of a particular category which reads on "applying service logic to 
disconnect the call or route the call to the at least one alternative system comprises 
examining a source of the call and processing the call accordingly" (C6, L37-43) 

With further regard to claim 12, Hallenstal is silent on a WSLR. The applicant 
states in the specification that a WSLR is a wireless SCP and these are widely used in 
telephone systems as is known in the art. The examiner interprets a WLSR as being 
either a HLR or VLR which are well known in the art to store data about each mobile 
user (eg. profile data). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to * 
modify Hallenstal, such that the SLR and MSC interact to transmit/receive call 
information, to provide means for the system and user to understand all status data 
about said forwarded call. 

As per claims 2, 13 and 22, Hallenstal teaches an MSC (figure 1 , #18 — cell 
systems inherently contain MSC's). 

As per claims 3 and 24, Hallenstal teaches claim 1/21 but is silent on a WSLR. 

The applicant points out that a WLSR is the same as an SCP, which is known in 
the art as being used in phone networks (provides supplemental software programs for 
service logic). 

The examiner interprets the MSC as containing a WLSR (ie. HLR or VLR which 
are well known in the art) . 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Hallenstal, such that a WSLR is used, to provide means for a WSLR to be used 
in place of an SCP (as are known to be used in telephone systems). 
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As per claim 11 and 24, Hallenstal teaches at least one alternate system 
comprises a Voice Mail system (C4, L34-38). 

As per claim 25. Hallenstal teaches the method of claim 25. further comprising: 
receiving a call directed to the mobile directory number of the subscriber: 
receiving either a busy or a no-answer indication from the mobile device of the 

subscriber relating to the mobile directory number, and 

processing the call to the mobile directory number by transferring the call to a 

voice mail system of the subscriber (figure 10 shows routing/forwarding a call to either a 

number or voicemail). 

Claims 4-10 and 14-20 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hallenstal/Widemark and further in view of Brennan et al. US 5,329,578 (hereafter 
Brennan). 

As per claims 4 and 14, Hallenstal teaches claim 1/12 but is silent on wherein 
the step of applying service logic includes determining based on the calling party DN if 
the call is a business or personal call. 

Brennan teaches determination of business or personal call (abstract, C1, L39-51 
and C6, L5-30). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Hallenstal, such that service logic is applied based on the type of call, to provide 
means for special call handling based on business or personal calls. 
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As per claims 5 and 15, Hallenstal teaches claim 4/14 but is silent on the call if 
forwarded to a first alternative system is the call is business related and call is 
forwarded to second alternative system if personal. 

Brennan teachs forwarding based on business or personal (abstract, C1, L39-51 
and C4, L19-35 and C6, L5-30). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Hallenstal, such that calls are routed to various systems based on personal or 
business calls, to provide means for the user to separate calls and send them to 
different systems. 

As per claims 6 and 16, Hallenstal teaches claim 1/12 but is silent on applying 
service logic includes determining if the calling party directory number has been 
restricted. 

Brennan teaches applying service logic if the calling number has been restricted, 
abstract, C1, L39-51, C3, L62-68, C4, L1-4, C4, L67-68 to C5, L1-59) and Alperovich 
teaches a similar embodiment (abstract - based on incorrectly forwarded number). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Hallenstal, such that service logic determines if calling party number has been 
restrictions, to alert the user if a restricted caller has called. 

As per claims 7 and 17, Hallenstal teaches claim 6/16 but is silent on wherein 
the call is forwarded to the at least one alternative system only if the calling party 
directory number is unrestricted. 

Brennan teaches call forwarding if the calling party is unrestricted (abstract, C1 , 
L39-51, C3, L62-68, C4, L1-4, C4, L67-68 to C5, L1-59). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Hallenstal, such that the call is forwarded to an alternate system if unrestricted, 
to provide means to allow unrestricted calls to be routed to an alternate system (eg. to 
leave a voice mail message). 
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As per claims 8-10 and 18-20, Hallenstal is silent on determination of time of 
day, day of week and date of call. 

Brennan teaches service logic that can determine these times (abstract, C2, L55- 
60, C6, L47-68 and C7. L1-25). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Hallenstal, such that various time stamps can be determined regarding the call, 
to provide means for the user/system to know when a caller called. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stephen M. D'Agosta whose telephone number is 703- 
306-5426. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8am to 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bill Trost can be reached on 703-308-5318. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Conclusion 



Stephen D'Agosta 
8-19-04 





WILLIAM TROST 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2600 



